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WEIGHTS AND MEASURES FOR FLOUR-MILL AND CORN-MILL 

PRODUCTS, ETC. 



Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, 

housr of rerkksentatives, 

Friday^ May W, J9^L 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. Albert H. Vestal 
{chairman) presiding. 

The Chairman. Gentlemen, if there is no objection, we will pro- 
ceed in the absence of a quorum. The committee was called together 
this morning for the purpose of hearing more testimony on H. R. 
4901, relative to the inclusion of the 140-pound sack ot flour, and 
also as to the 60, 70, and 80 pound sacks for commercial feeding stuffs. 

Mr. Holbrook, of the Bureau of Standards, is present, and we will 
hear from him now on this bill in all its particulars, and especially 
as to these things I have mentioned. 

STATEMEFT OF MR. S. F. HOLBROOK, BITREAF OF STANDARDS, 

WA8HIN0T0N, D. C. 

Mr. HoiiBRooK. In relation to the 60, 70, and 80 pound bags for 
commercial feeding stuffs only, I may say that in the original draft 
of this bill those odd-sized packages were not included, and it was 
the intention that commercial feeding stuffs be sold, the same as flour, 
in the 60 and 100 pound sacks only, without any intermediate sacks. 

After the bill had been introduced, however, the secretary of the 
National Millers' Association, Mr. Husband, appeared before the 
committee and stated that there was a commercial practice out West 
in the Pacific Coast States which he did not think was being given 
proper consideration. He stated that in the Pacific Coast States 
it was a very common practice, or perhaps the imiversal practice, to 
ship wheat to the mills in bags containing 100 pounds each. He said 
that in the interest of conservation it was very necessary that an 
opportunity be given the millers to dispose of these bags in which the 
wheat was shipped. Commercial feeding i^uffs, which are the by- 
products of milling, are lighter than the wheat, and it was impossible 
to put in the 100-pound wheat sack 100 pounds of the commercial 
feeding stuffs. Therefore, at that time it was advocated that 60, 70, 
80, and 90 pound bags be allowable for the sale of commercial feed- 
ing stuffs. These four sizes were still 10-pound units, divisible by 
10, and he thought they went into the bill logically, and he urged 
that feeding stuffs of various weights could therefore be taken care of. 

The Bureau of Standards always maintained a rather neutral 
ground, and thought that in the consideration of the matter it was up 
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to the committee to decide whether or not the conservation feature 
was important enough to get away from the underlying principle 
of the bill, which is amplified by the 50 and 100 pound flour sacks. 
The committee came to the conclusion that the 90-pound sacks should 
be eliminated, inasmuch as they assimilated the 100-pound sack too 
closely, and that the 90-pound sacks might be sold under a misunder- 
standing that they were 100-pound sacks. The committee apparently 
believed that the 80-j)ound sack would not be amenable to that objec- 
tion. 

Now, the attitude of the bureau is that they consider that those 
sizes are somewhat inconsistent in a bill of this character, but that 
if the committee decides that the conservation feature is so impor- 
tant as to allow them, the Bureau of Standards does not care to voice 
any particular objection to their inclusion. 

In relation to the 140-pound sack of flour, we are advised that that 
is a very common sack in the export trade, probably the best-known 
sack which is shipped abroad. Under the bill, as written, the 140- 
pound sack might still go into the foreign trade, since there is a 
proviso there which allows the shipment in foreign trade of any 
size which the foreign purchaser demands. It appears also that it 
is a common sack sold to the bakers in this country. The Bureau 
of Standards certainly believes that the 140-pound sack is incon- 
sistent with the bill as it is drawn. The bill is called a decimal 
weight bill, and is based on the 100-pound sack, the 200-pound bar- 
rel, and the regular subdivisions of the 100-pound sack, and as far as 
I am able to note, the 140-pound sack does not fit into that system. 

I will make the additional observation, however, that I do not 
believe that the 140-pound sack is a fraudulent size. I do not believe 
it would ever be sold fraudulently; it would not be misunderstood. 
It very seldom goes into the hands of the housewife. It goes, as I 
understand it, almost entirely into the hands of the bakers who are 
accustomed to receive flour in 140-pound bags, and when they buy in 
140-pound bags, they know e^^actly what they are getting. Whether 
it is within the province of the committee in framing this bill to 
regard that custom of the trade I confess that is entirely for the 
committee to decide. In my opinion, it is inconsistent, but it would 
not be a fraudulent package. 

No matter in what form the bill is passed, it will undoubtedly be 
still shipped very largely in the export trade without objection under 
the bill. There is no prohibition. The domestic use of it, however, 
is, I take it, the question before the committee, and it is inconsistent, 
but it is a popular size and probably would not be used fraudulently. 

In relation to the general features of the bill, when the bill had 
been introduced in former Congresses the Bureau of Standards has 
gone on record as being in favor of the general basic ideas. We 
think that the change from the 190-pound to the 200-poimd barrel 
of flour is a very good one, and that the intermediate sizes are tre- 
mendously better than the sizes at present in use. There is no ques- 
tion that by national standardization the great confusion which is 
present in the trade at the present time, due to nonuniform standards 
adopted by the States and the interference with interstate commerce 
resulting therefrom will be very much improved. The bill improves 
the industry, and puts the industry on a very much standardized basis. 
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and we feel that Federal legislation along these lines is necessary, 
because the States have demonstrated that they are not prepared to 
act in uniformity on the matter, especially in relation to the pack- 
ages smaller in sizes than the barrel. The barrel is very well stand- 
ardized, but the subdivisions are very much unstandardized, if I may 
use fliat expression. 

I think tnat is all I have to say in relation to the attitude of the 
bureau. 

The Chairman. Probably some members of the committee want to 
ask some questions. Mr. Lampert, have you any question to ask 
Mr. Holbrook? 

Mr. Lampert. No. 

The Chairman. Mr. Morgan? 

Mr. Morgan. Yes; your department does not make a real objec- 
tion to the use and sale "of the ] 40-pound bag to the baker trade, 
which is now the custom ? 

Mr. HoLRRooK. The only objection we have is that there is an in- 
consistency there. If the trade will be very seriously upset the com- 
mittee may deem it wise to allow that trade custom and that old 
bag which has been so long in use to remain in use. Viewing the 
bill from the standpoint of standardization, we consider that the 
14()-pound bag is inconsistent with the decimal system. 

Mr. Morgan. Well, in that connection in the consideration of the 
14()-pound bag I might state this, that the domestic sale of the 
140-pound bag to the baker trade would permit the accumulation of 
stocks so that the miller could ship^ either for export or the domestic 
trade, out of his stock without having to carry the two sizes of bags, 
and, further, his cost of bagging would perhaps be somewhat less by 
reason of the use of the standard bag and the 140-pound bag for 
other purposes. 

Mr. Holbrook. I agree that Mr. Husband in his argument has 
made a point, and a good point, in that the miller can put up his 
surplus so that it can be drawn upon either for foreign or domestic 
use. As far as the slight decrease in the cost of handling flour in 
the larger-sized sack is concerned, that would be had by the use of 
the 120-pound sack, which would be consistent with the decimal 
system, and all the bags would still remain a medium for bagging 
his surplus for the foreign and domestic trade, if they can not use 
the 150-pound sack, because that is a sack that is unknown abroad. 
There is certainly good argument in that statement. 

Mr. Morgan. Again, concerning the different sizes and weights 
of feeding bags, what per cent of the feed on the Pacific coast is 
bagged in the 70 and 80 pound bags ? 

Mr. Holbrook. That is a question which I can not answer. I 
was merely giving a r&ume of the arguments which Mr. Husband 
has advanced for those bags, to refresh the minds of the committee. 
Certainly in the East the 50 and 100 pound feeding bags are very 
well known and fairly well standardized. Mr. Husband has men- 
tioned the Pacific coast custom, and I am wholly at a loss to give any 
percentages as to the use of those odd-sized containers. Perhaps 
the percentages have been stated in former hearings by Mr. Hus- 
band. I can not add anything to those figures. 
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The Chairman. Mr. Holbrook, just another question. Under sec- 
tion 4 of this bill, as now drawn, the 140-pound sack, of course, can 
be sold in the export trade? 

Mr. Holbrook. Certainly. 

The Chairman. Now, toward the bottom of that section, on page S 
in line 23, after the word " country," it says, " and it becomes n^ces- 
sary to offer these foo* sale or to sell them for domestic use or con- 
sumption, then such export packages may be sold for domestic u«e 
or consumption by special contract, if approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture." 

Mr. HoLBROOK. That is true. 

The Chairman. If the 140-pound sack was not included in this 
bill, and the millers bagged their surplus flour in 140-pound bags, 
could they, under this section, go to the Department of Agriculture 
and by special contract be permitted to sell these 140-pound bags 
to the bakers in the domestic trade ? 

Mr. Holbrook. That would certainly be permissible. 

The Chairman. Then do you not think there would be so much 
of that that it would really become almost the custom to use this 
liO-pound sack, under this bill as it is drawn? 

Mr. Holbrook. If there was a very large surplus of flour bagged 
in 140-pound sacks, and for any reason the export trade was not as 
great as was expected, apparently, if the Secretary of Agriculture 
were permitted there would be a tremendous number of licenses — I 
believe this is a licensing system — ^to put that bag of flour on the 
market in this country. Of course, it would depend upon the will 
of the Secretary of Agriculture to a large extent, as to whether it be- 
came a common-sized package in this country, or not. It may be 
ihat a sufficient outlet would be provided by this means for the dis- 
posal of the 140-pound sacks, which could not find an avenue in the 
export trade. 

Mr. LowREY. I was thinking that perhaps this matter of the 60, 
70, and 80 pound bags might be compromised in this way. Near the 
bottom of the first page of the bill, line 9, it says, " shall be a pack- 
age containing net avoirdupois weight 100 pounds, or a multiple of 
100 pounds, or one of the following fractions thereof : 5, 10, 25, or 
50 pounds." If we would allow a 75-pound bag, making it 5, 10, 25, 
50, or 75 pounds, it seems to me that ought to meet the demand for 
the 60, 70, and 80 pound sacks, leaving out the special provision and 
putting the 75-pound sack in the general provision. Then certainly 
those men could use that bag for 75 pounds by folding it or cutting 
it down a little, instead of the 60, 70, and 80 pound bags. What 
would you think, Mr. Holbrook, about including the 75-pound bag 
in that provision? 

Mr. HoLBHOOK. If you are going to put the 75-pound bag in, it 
seems to me that we might omit the proviso^ because, as far as I 
know, there is no demand whatever for a 75-pound flour sack, and 
I think it would be unfortunate to make a whole lot of unneeded 
standards which might at some future time came into use and upset 
conditioais, because there would be too many sizes that were obtain- 
able, but it seems to me that you might add the 75-pound sack by 
cutting out in line 3, page 2, "60, 70, or 80 pounds," and insefting 
the 75-pound sack in place of those three other sizes. 
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Mr. LowBEY. The 75-pound sack would be in line with the 25 and 
50 pound sacks, you see. 

Mr. HoLBRooK. The 76-pound sack would be somewhat more logical 
than these three different sizes. Perhaps three sizes are too many 
there. As I say, orijifinally it was suggested that we put four in, 
but one of them, the 90-pound bajj, was stricken out. I suppose they 
might argue that that did not give them enough flexibility, but it 
seems to me that they could probably get 76 pounds in most of the 
bag, and if a slight amount at the top of the oag were wasted there 
would be no great loss involved in putting 75 pounds instead of 80 
pounds into a sack that would normally hold 80 pounds. 

Mr. LowKBY. Mr. Morgan, you have been in the business. What 
do you think about it ? 

Mr. Morgan. That is very much more practical than the present 
provision for three sizes, and I will tell you why. The chanjjes in 
sizes are used for sale purposes, and they sell the feed so mucli per 
bag, rather than reckoning it on the basis of so much per pound, 
or 100 pounds, or fraction thereof, and (jr^at confusion crept in 
with these numerous sizes that was unavoidable. What is true of 
measures is true of weights, and 60, 70, and 80 pound packages per- 
mit abuses in the trade, in my opinion. 

Mr. IIoLBRooK. I might state that, in my opinion, the bill would 
be improved by striking out GO, 70, and 80, and inserting 75. We 
always try to get away from a multiplicity of sizes. Tnat is the 
reason I suggest that that proviso be retained, and that we do not 
allow a 75-pound bag for all purposes, because 1 think that size is 
unnecessary. 

Mr. MoROAN. I miite agree with that idea. 

The Chairman. Mr. Eebcr, have you any questions you want to 
ask Mr. Holbrook? 

Mr. Reber. In regard to tlie 140-pound bag, outside of the fact 
that it is not of a decimal nature, there is no objection to that bag, 
is there? There is no deceit which can be practiced in the use of 
that bag? 

Mr. HoLnR(K)K. T made the statement, and T repent it, that I do 
not think it would ever be used as a fraudulent-sized package. 

Mr. Reber. And it is a size that tlie bakers all want. It is a uni- 
versal size with tlie bakers, ajmarently, from the testimony, and it is 
a imiversal size for foreign shipments? 

Mr. IIoLBR(K)K. Very nearly universal. 

Mr. LowREY. It is a decimal size in one way, because it is a multi- 
ple of 100-weipht. 

Mr. Reber. It is a decimal in another way, because it is 10 stone. 

Mr. Ix)WREY. Ten English stone. 

Mr. Holbrook. Let me say in regard to the stone, that the stone 
is a unit which has never been heard of in this country. The stone 
was one of the things which fortunately we did not inherit from the 
old English system at the time of the JRevolution. This is the only 
case, that I know of, in the sale of flour, in which the stone unit has 
not in any way survived. As a matter of fact, the oriL^in of these 
190-pouna and 140-pound packages in this country had largely been 
forgotten, I think, until this bill was under consideration. 

Tlie Chairman. Mr. Briggs, have you any questions ? 
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Mr. Briggs. There were some questions that I thought Mr. Morgan 
wanted to ask Mr. Holbrook last time. I have not been here, of 
course, during the whole hearing this morning. 

Mr. Morgan. I asked him some questions. 

Mr. Briggs. Did you satisfy yourself along the line of the neces- 
sity for that provision? 

Mr. Morgan. Yes; we were just discussing the changing of the 
three sizes of the feeding bags. 

Mr. Briggs. These sizes you were talking about were for the feed- 
ing bags? 

Mr. Morgan. Yes. 

Mr. Briggs. My recollection of the testimony was, as I noticed in 
the previous hearing at the last session and also on May 6 here, that 
Mr. Husband indicated that it was the desire on the Pacific coast to 
have these bags retained — that is, those sizes retained, the 60, 70, and 
80 pound — and I presume that possibly one of the considerations 
prompting the recommendation of those sizes was to secure, if pos- 
sible, as nearly a general support and approval of the measure as 
could be obtained. Was not that true, Mr. Chairman ? 

The Chairman. I think that is true ; yes. 

Mr. Briggs. Do you know, or does anybody know, whether or not 
the 75-pound sack would meet their requirements on the coast in 
that trade substantially as well as these varying sizes of 60, 70, and 
80 pounds? It seems to me that the 75-pound sack would certainly be 
more uniform and economical in handling, and would be better both 
for the trade and for the dealer. 

The Chairman. Well, it strikes me as being all right. I do not 
know what these people will say in the West. I have a number of 
telegrams here that I want to read to the committee on this proposi- 
tion, to go in the record. 

Mr. Briggs. I want to ask another question before you do that. 
With reference to the 140-pound sack, is it your idea, Mr. Holbrook, 
that the 140-pound sack would be sufficiently taken care of under the 
provision of section 4 of this act, or do you think the exception in 
favor of that size of sack ought to be made specifically in the bill 
with reference both to the domestic as well as the export trade ? 

Mr. Holbrook. Certainly under section 4 the 140-pound sack for 
export is sufficiently protected. 

Mr. Briggs. For instance, under this bill can the Department of 
Agriculture issue a general blanket regulation allowing that sack to 
be used in the export trade without requiring the shippers to come up 
for individual permits? 

Mr. Holbrook. You mean in the baker trade? 

Mr. Briggs. In the export trade. 

The Chairman. That is already provided for in the export trade. 

Mr. Briggs. In the baker trade. 

The Chairman. In the baker trade they would have to get the 
license. 

Mr. Holbrook. I would rather doubt if an executive department 
would care to issue a general order on that subject, inasmuch as Con- 
gress did not see fit to allow the general use of the package- I imagine 
the permit would be special in each case. 
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Mr. Brtooa. Of course, under the provision here they have to be 
originally intended for export in order to sell them for domestic 
consumption. 

Mr. HoLBROOK. But if there was a blanket order issued to that effect, 
and the 140-pound package were sold, the Secretary of Agriculture 
would have no opportunity to determine for himself whether they 
had been originally bagged for export or not. 

Mr. Brioos. I know that, but that might be a request, without 
recjuiring them to be originally intended for export. We might say, 
^' originally intended for export, or the baker's trade, or the domestic 
baker's trade," or something in that form. It does not seem to me, 
Mr. ("bairman, where we are tryinp to build up a bill, as we are this 
one, that we should put in a specihc provision for a 140-pound sack, 
if it can be avoided arid the same end attained without causing in- 
convenience of embarrassment to the users of that sack in the trade. 
Of course, if the Secretary of Agriculture would feel that he would 
have to act on each individual case, that would be something that I 
can readily imagine would be distinctly inconvenient and troublesome 
both to the department and to the trade. 

Mr. LowRBY. And a great deal of expense. 

Mr. Brioos. He would have to have a separate force up there, prob- 
ably, to handle the matter. 

Mr. Morgan. Mr. Chairman, could not that be covered by an 
iimendment to the proposed bill? It refers here to being sold for 
domestic use or consumption by special contract. Why not take the 
*' special contract" out; just strike that out, and say '^for such uses 
as should be approved by the Secretary of Agriculture " ? 

Mr. Briogs. You do not think, Mr. Holbrook, that the Secretary 
of Agriculture would be very much or at all incHsposed to make pro- 
vision for that 140-pound sack, do you, if he had authority to do so, 
and it was customary to use it in tlic baker's trade, as it develops in 
these hearings that it is? 

Mr. Holbrook. I can hardly sneak for the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Briggs. You are not in tnat department at all ; you are in the 
Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Holbrook. The Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Bbtgos. The Bureau of Standards is in the Department of 
('ommerce? 

Mr. Holbrook. Yes. I would hesitate to speak for the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

The Chairman. Mr. Holbrook, what effect would this have, to have 
section 4 read in the beginning like this : 

That the provlHlons of thiH act hIihU not ai)i)ly to ijuckni^cs of the foUowin^ 
whont-mill or corn-nini products, nninely, flour, honilii.v, frrits, or meals, or any 
<'oninirrehtl feeding stnffK, when Intended for exi>ort to any foreign country or 
for Kalo to the ha kin f? trade? 

Mr. Holbrook. I am afraid that would look as though you did not 
care anything about the baking trade. This bill is presumed to pro- 
tect the bakers by obtaining for them a full-sized sack. 

The Chairman. I just wanted your idea. I do not think it is a 
proper thing at all. 
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Mr. HoLBRooK. I think it would be very unfortunate. It would 
look, in the final analysis, like a discrimination against the bakers, 
which, of course, we do not have in mind. 

The Chairman. Certainly. My judgment is, Mr. Holbook, that if 
we should take care of the baking trade here, we ought specifically to 
mention the 140-pound sack of flour. 

Mr. HoLBROOK. It would seem unfortunate, if the 140'pouBd sack 
is bound to come into general use, that it is brought into use by an 
executive department instead of by Congress itself. 

Mr. Briggs. You do not mean to intimate that it is being brought 
into general use either by Congress or an executive department? 
The testimony here seems ito indicate that it is already in general use 
in the trade. 

Mr. HoLBROOK. I will say if it is going to be continued in general 
use. 

Mr. Briggs. Yes. It is to meet that situation that this legislation is 
proposed, because I do not think the committee is particularly anxious 
to provide for something that seems apparently to some extent out of 
harmony with the bill, except to meet a situation which is one that 
naturally has to be met to take care of a great part of the trade. 

Mr. HoLBRooK. I said — Mr. Briggs, perhaps you were not in the 
room at the time — ^that I did not think the 140-pound sack is in any 
way a fraudulent package, or would ever be sold fraudulently. I 
think it is very well understood, and that the purchaser of the 140- 
pound sack of flour would know exactly what he was getting. 

The Chairman. And it is not a sack that goes into the retail 
trade? 

Mr. HoiiBROOK. The testimony seems to be, and it is along the line 
of my own experience, that the i40-pound sack practically never goes 
to the housewife, if I may express it that way, never goes to the fam- 
ily ; it is almost entirely confined to the baking trade. 

Mr. LowREVY. How many of us ever saw one go to the family? I 
have not. 

Mr. HoLBROOK. The family would have difiiculty in getting it 
home, in the first place. 

Mr. Briggs. It strikes me that if this matter is to be mentioned in 
this bill, if the 140-pound sack is to be mentioned in this bill, it ought 
to be surrounded in some way with a restriction, so that it will not be 
the opening or entering wedge for other amendments to be tacked on 
to the bill to provide for some other kind of a sack, because as soon as 
you do it they are going to say that the provision is not in harmony 
with the general bill, and if we made an exception in the law for the 
bakers, vniy not make an exception for some one else, and it may be 
that after those uniform standards are adopted they might find that 
the 150-pound sack, in any event, or the 200-pound sack might answer 
just as well, and it would be more in harmony with this bill, it seems 
to me, than the 140-pound sack. 

Mr. LowREY. There is an allowance for a 100-pound sack or mul- 
tiple thereof. 

Mr. Briggs. I know, but, of course, a multiple would be 200. You 
would not find 150 probably. 

Mr. LowREY. Two hundred was what I was figuring on. 

Mr. Briggs. But you might put in the 150-pound sack. I do not 
know whether the trade could accommodate itself to that at first. 
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Surely it would not make any difference to the people to lift 10 addi* 
tional pounds in the handlinpr or bagp:ing, and it is very much more 
in harmony with the purposes oi the bill. 

The C'hairman. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Briggs. It is fi^>inff to be hard, it seems to me, to explain to 
the satisfaction of all why we should pick out the 140-pound sack 
in tliis instance, and except it, without making a provision for the 
15()-pound sack which is moi'e in harmony with the bill. 

Mr. Reber. Mr. Holbrook, can you tell' us why the bakers find it 
necessary or convenient to use the 14()-pound sack ? 

Mr. Brigk^s. Rather than the 160-pound sack. 

Mr. HoLBRooK. I can see no necessity for it at all, as far as the 
baker is concerned. The 150-pound sack, it seems to me, could be 
just as I'eadily used as the 140-pound sack. As Mr. Brig^ said, the 
150-pound sack would be very much more nearly consistent with 
the idea of this bill than the 140-pound sack would be. 

Mr. Reber. I think that in Mr. Husband's testimony he mentioned 
that the bakers baaed their prices on the proportions of matenals 
used, so much flour, and so much yeast, to make their bread ; is not 
that the case? 

Mr. HoLBRooK. The statement was made to that effect, but without 
being well acquainted with the industry, it does not seem to me that 
it would be any particular hardship to recpiire them to I'efigure those 
things on the basis of the 150-pound sack. The amount of flour^ 
the amount of water, the amount of yeast, and all the ingredients 
that go into the bread with the 14()-pound sack could very readily 
bo computed on the basis of the 15()-pound sack. 

The Chairman. Mr. Ilolbrook, do you not think the least thing 
that is beinjr considered, the reason the miller is asking for the 140- 
pound sack is that they may not only bag for the foreign trade but 
use that same package for the baker's trade ? 

Mr. IIoLBRooK. And have the greatest flexibility. 

The Chairman. That is the reason for tlie package, is it not ; do 
you not think so, Mr. Morgan? 

Mr. Morgan. That is the crux of the whole thing, in order that 
they can use their surplus stock that has accumulated, both for 
shipment to the foreign and domestic trade. 

The Chairman. That is the way I get it. 

Mr. HoLBROOK. Of course, the 150-pound sack would not help out 
at all from that standpoint. The formula, I think, was an added 
argument which is not particularly valid. 

Mr. Morgan. Mr. Chairman, may I add another thing? The de- 
mand from the baker trade is not steady. The sales to the baker 
trade vary according to conditions, as to prices, etc. They ac- 
cumulate stocks under certain conditions, and at certain periods, and, 
as r say, the sales to the baker are not regular, every-day sales, and 
in view of that it will be difficult for) a ra,iller to accumulate a stock 
of the 140 and 150 pound bags in a manner that will enable him to 
keep a regular stock. In other words, he might accumulate a stock 
in 150-pound bags, which might lay on his hands for some time and 
deteriorate, and he might accumulate, on the other hand, the 140- 
pound bags because of a lack of the export demand, under certain 
<!onditions arising causing a slack demand, and it seems to me, from 
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the use of the bag and what I know of the trade, that the 140-pound 
Vsig is a very practical bag for the miller, and I do not see whiere 
there would be any abuse in the sale of it, because of the general 
sales to the baker trade, or almost wholly to the baker trade. 

Mr. LowREY. Did not Mr. Husband bring this out, that the mill is 
running and fills its orders that are in hand and that are recent, and 
then they go on bagging their flour in those 140-pound sacks; and 
he wanted this 140-pound sack allowed also for the home trade, so 
that in case they got a stock on hand and did not have a sufficient 
export trade for it, they can sell it at home, and they sell it almost 
entirely to the bakers, but it has another outlet in the foreign trade. 

Mr. Morgan. The chairman gave the whole situation in his state- 
ment. 

Mr. Briggs. I do not think there ought to be two provisions, the 
140 and the 150 pound sack, because I think they would be distinctly 
confusing and bring into the matter an evil which we are trying to 
get rid of. 

Mr. Morgan. Mr. Chairman, could it not be provided for in a prac- 
tical way by amending section 4, beginning in line 3, after the word, 
"consumption," by striking out the words, "by special contract, 
if " 

The Chairman. That is on page 4 ? 

Mr. Morgan. That is on page 4, and substitute an amendment as 
follows, " use or consumption, as may be approved by the Secretary 
of Agriculture," or whatever language would be most preferable to 
you! 

Mr. HoLBROOK. That will give the Secretary of Agriculture the 
right to establish any new sizes he desired, which would get away 
from the principle of the bill further than ever. 

Mr. Eeber. In other words, it would give the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture the right to legislate. 

Mr. Lampert. I think that if it is necessary for the trade to have 
a package containing 140 pounds, and it has a place in the bill that 
we are trying to pass, fixing the standards of measures, we should j)ut 
it right in the bill. That is the only way to handle it, in my estima- 
tion. 

Mr. Briggs. Mr. Chairman, was any objection raised to this ques- 
tion at the time the bill passed the House before ? 

The Chairman. No; there was no question raised as to the 140- 
pound sack. 

Mr. Lampert. Mr. Chairman, was the bill passed exactly like this? 

The Chairman. Just as it is here. 

Mr. LowREY. And it was vetoed, or did not pass the Senate? 

The Chairman. It passed the House, but did not pass the Senate. 

Mr. LowREY. Did not the Senate ever take it up ? 

The Chairman. They tried to get it up about the 2d of March, be- 
fore Congress adjourned, before the 4th of March, but they were un- 
able to get a hearing on it. 

Mr. Briggs. There was too much congestion of business at that time. 

The Chairman. Yes; they waited too long. Senator Reed had 
charge of the thing over there, but he could not get it up. 

Mr. LowREY. Let me have those telegrams, Mr. Chairman. 
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(The chairman thereupon read the following telegrams:) 

Seattle, Wahh., May 18^ 192I» 
A. H. Vkstal, 

Chairman House Committee on Coinage^ Weights, and Measures, 

Washington, D. C: 

In reference to declnuil weight bill, we underHtand there Is a Bentlnient 
favorable to cuttlnp out odd sizes for feeding stuff. As radflo Northwest millers, 
we earnestly protest against eliminating 6(), 70, and 80 pounds. A large portion 
of our wheat Is received In sacks, for which the farmer Is reimbursed, and 
which sack Is used for feeding stuff. This sack will hold 60 pounds bran, 70 and 
80 pounds shorts and mill run only. Unless you authorize these weights, there 
will be a large eccmomlc waste for which the farmer will be i)enallzed, with no 
corresponding advantage to anyone. These weights are Included In present and 
previous bills, and we respectfully urge their retention. 

Centennial Milling Co. 



Seattle, Wash., May 18, 
Hon. A. H. Vkhtal, 

Chairman House Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, 

Washington, D. C: 

We understand the committee Is considering the elimination of the 60, 70, and 
SO pound feed packages. This will work a great hardship on Pacific etast 
millers, as a great percunitage of wheat coming to mills arrived sacked, and mills 
use the empty sacks for sacking feed. These sacks will not hohl KK) imunds of 
fet'd, and It would be a great waste If the use of these bags are prohibited. 

Seattle Floub Mills. 



San Francisco, Calif., May J9, lOi^l. 
Hon. A. H. Vestal, 

Chairman House Committee on Covtuige, W eights ^ and Measures, 

Washington, J). C: 

South Paclllc Millers' Association, Including all wheat flour mills In (California, 
Arizona, and Nevada, respectfully prot(*st against elimination of 60, 70, and 80 
pound feed packages from decimal weight bill, for the reason it is absolutely 
iu»ceHsary In this territory to Include these sizes. Elimination of these packages 
will Increase cost to consumer, and will prove uneconomical to all concerned. 
I'or your Information practically all barley, wheat, corn, and all other grain In 
tills territory Is placed In bags when harvested and not handled In bulk, as In 
Kast. Only use for these bags originally containing these grains Is for 00, 70, 
and 80 pound feed packages. 

lloaKHT Mason, Heoretary. 

PoiiTLAND, Ouico., May J 8, J02t. 
ICon. A. H. Vestal, 

Chairman House Committee on Coimige, Weights, and Measures, 

Washingtoyi, I). C: 

We earnestly urge 60, 70, and 80 pound package's for mill feed be pernjlttt»d Ui 
bill under consideration. Our wheat moves to mills in sacks, and sacks are later 
ii.sc»(l for mill feed. This gives consumer cheaper sctnl than If new 100-pound 
sacks must be used and wheat sa(;ks discarded. This would be an economic 
waste, which should not be permlttwl. 

f)RK(»oN Fkku Dealers and Manufactitreus' Association. 
F. Iw. SiiULL, t^ecretary. 



Portland, Ork(j., May tH, f92l. 
iron. A. 11. Vestal, 

Chairman House Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, 

Washington, 7). C: 
It Is very essential for tlw* best Interests of wheat growers and millers to 
jK»rinlt feed packages of 00, 70, and 80 pounds. Otherwise used wheat Jute 
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bags will become practically worthless and so much loss to producers in sections 
where wheat is harvested in bags, which condition is general throughout the 
Pacific CJoast States. 

Northern Grain & Warehouse Co. 



Portland, Obeg., May 19, 1921. 
Hon. A. H. Vestal, 

Chairman House Committee on Coinage^ Weights, and Measures, 

Washington, D. C: 

We strongly urge the inclusion in the decimal weight bill of permission to 
pack mill feeds in sacks of even weights of 60, 70, and 80 pounds, for the reason 
that in the Pacific Northwest fully 80 per cent of the wheat crop is delivered 
by the farmei-s to flat warehouses in sacks, which average in weight about 130 
pounds. The wheat is shipped to tidewater and various interior mills, in sacks, 
and these sacks are then used to pack miAl feed. They are not large enough to 
hold 100 pounds of feed, and unless they can be utilized for packing or mill-feed 
purpose it will result in a great economic loss to the farmer, for as conditions 
are now and have been for many years past the farmer is allowed a price for 
these sacks on account of their being usable for mill-feed purposes under present 
Pacific coast conditions, as the custom here is to pack bran in 60 and 70 pound 
sacks mill run and shorts in 80-pound sacks, and by utilizing these sacks for 
this purpose the piU\s are able to take care of practically all the sacked wheat 
received from the farmers. We hope your committee will take due cognizance 
of this condition and make an exception in favor of the Pacific coast. 

Portland Flouring Mills. 



The Dalles, Oreo., May 20, 1921. 
Hon. A. H. Vestal, 

Chairman House Comm^ittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, 

Washington, D. C. 

Referring to decimal weight bill, very important from economic standpoint 
to millers on Pacific coast that provisions in original bill making exceptions 
permitting feedstuffs to be packed In 60, 70, and 80 pounds be retained. 
Eighty-five per cent of our wheat is received in sacks, which we utilize in pack- 
ing feed. These sacks will only hold 60 pounds of bran, 70 pounds of millrun, 
and 80 pounds of middlings. If not permitted to use for feed will incur great 
loss to both millers and farmers and cause a large economic waste. The empty 
sadks could not be disposed of to good advantage any other way. 

Wasco Warehouse Milling Co. 

Seattle, Wash., May 17, 1921. 
Hon. A. H. Vestal, 

Chairman House Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, 

Washington, D. C. 

North Pacific Millers' Association, representing 95 per cent of fiour milling 
capacity of Washington, Oregon, and northern Idaho, protests against elimina- 
tion from decimal weight bill of 60, 70, and 80 pound packages for feedstuffs. 
which were added to bill at urgent request of Pacific coast millers to meet con- 
ditions peculiar to this coast, where 70 per cent of wheat is marketed in jute 
sacks, which are later used as secondhand sacks for packing mill feed. As 
millers buy wheat in sacks, cost of which is added to wheat price, sacks would 
he a loss to millers if above packages became Illegal, as they could not pack 
them with 100 pounds or to exceed 80 pounds of mill feed. Proposed change 
in decimal weight bill would work great hardship and loss to milling industry 
of Pacific coast. 

W. C. Tiffany, Secretary. 

Seattle, Wash., May 17, 1921. 
Hon. A. H. Vestal, 

Chairman House Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, 

Washington, D. C, 

Understand your committee will consider decimal weight bill soon; also, 
understand there is some opposition to including 60-pound, 70-pound, and 
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80-iK)un(i pa<*kajrt»s for fe<Hl. Tlu»so weipht parkHgres are alwolutely eswnitlal 
to safeguard liitf»rests of whoat Ki*owers, umnnfaclureTs, and consumerH aloiif? 
l*ac!flo coast States. l*ra('tlcall.v all our whoat, oats, and barley are sacked 
at the threslier and nmrkotod in .vncks. (Country wareljoiiso as well as terminal 
facilities are larj?c»ly for Hacked and not bulk fiv&\n. After grain ia sold to 
the millers there are ntn-essarlly many millions of empty sacks, Thest* are 
now used by thmr and feed millers for sacking feeil products from said gi'ftin, 
and these wheat sacks will hold 00 ixjunds of bran, 70 and 80 pounils of shorts 
and middlings, and from (JO to 80 pounds of rolled and cracked grains. To 
eliminate these sizes, packages w(mid entail loss of ndlllons of dollars annually 
and would directly affect farmers, millers, and consumers. Under no circum- 
stances should these weights be elimUiated from the bill. 

FisiiKU Fr-oxTiuNG Mills Co. 

Mr. Kedeb. Mr. Chairman, it would appear by those telegrams 
that the lOO-pmind weight ba^s are just al)out rip:ht for the 00 
pounds of bran. If that is the case, if we were to have the To-pound 
only, they could not use those ba^s for bran. 

l^'he Chairman. Yes; they could use them. 

Mr. Keber. No; they cou^d not ^ot 75 pounds of bran in them. 

Mr. LowREY. One of those telegrams said that a lOO-pound mill 
sack would hold only 70 pounds of bran, and HO pounds of some- 
thing? else, and 80 pounds of mill run, or somothiuju: like that. I 
do not belieye we ought to sacrifice the interests of the trade or the 
fanner, or the miller, to consistency. I l)elieye we better let it stand 
as it is— CO, 70, and 80. 

The (^iiAiRMAN. Well, there is not any other testimony here rela- 
tive to these matters. We have, however, a gentlenum here from 
New York who wants to make a statement relative to this bill, and 
we will hear him at this time, 

STATSMEVT OF MB. ARTHUR C. SPENCER, REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL WHOLESALE GROCERS' ASSOCIATION, 34 NASSAV 
STREET, NEW TORX CITT. 

Mr, Spencer. Gentlemen, section 2 of the bill clearly exempts the 
small packages for flour and other products containing less than five 
pounds, but section 3 provides "that it shall be unlawful for any 
person, firm, corporation, or association to pack, or cause to be packed 
for sale, to ship or offer for shi))ment, or to sell or offer for sale, the 
following wheat-mill or corn-mill products, namely, flour, hominy, 
prits, and meals, or any commei*cial feeding stuffs which, when m 
oi'iginal unbroken package form, shall not be one of the standard 
measures established in section 2 hei*eof." 

The question in the minds of many wholesale grocers is whether or 
not, strictly construed, that language would not i)ermit the sale of 
small packages of flour weighing less than five pounds, and I merely 
-wish to request, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that the bill be 
amended, or I respectfully suggest an amendment on page 2, line 21, 
after the words, " or any commercial feeding stuffs," that there be 
inserted a clause reading, "in packages of 5 pounds or over." I 
think it is the intention of the bill to exempt the small packages of 
less than five pounds, and if so worded, I think the bill would exempt 
those small packages that the grocers handle so extensively. 

The Chairman. As I understand, Mr. Spencer, the wholesale 
grocers are anxious tha.t the wording of the bill shall be such as not 
to include packages under five pounds? 
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Mr. Spencer. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. You are fearful that the language used in section 
3 might not exclude those five-pound packages ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; Mr. Chairman, it is just a question of the con- 
struction of the language. 

The Chairman.' I think there is no question but that the inten- 
tion of the committee in drawing this bill was not to include pack- 
ages of five pounds or less. 

Mr. Briggs. I do not think there is any question at all about that. 

The Chairman. So, Mr. Spencer, that will be taken care of, I am 
sure, when we get to consider this bill. 

Mr. LowREY. There is a very good reason, I think, to make it plain. 
Mr. Spencer suggested there is a good reason for simplifying that 
language so as to make it unmistakable. 

Mr. Sriggs. We may find a more appropriate place for the amend- 
ment. 

The Chairman. There is no question about what the committee 
will do. That is the intention of the bill. 

Mr. LowREY. I think this needs a little safeguarding in the second 
section, to keep it from conflicting with the first. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

If the other gentlemen present this morning desire to make any 
statements we will be glad to hear them now. 

STATEMENT OF MR. WILLIAM F. CLUETT,. CHIEF DEPUTY 
INSPECTOR OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES FOR THE CITY OF 
CHICAGO. 

Mr. Cluett. I do not know that I have very much to say, gentle- 
men, in regard to this except to say that in the city of Chicago we are 
absolutely in favor of standardization of weights and matters of that 
kind. Of course, I do not represent the State department, but merely 
the city department. I have been very much taken up with Mr. 
Holbrook's statement of the case as regards this bill this morning. 
From my connection with weights and measures work, I think his 
position is absolutely well taken. 

The Chairman. You really think there is a need for standardiza- 
tion of weights and measures to correct abuses and deception that 
have crept in and are now being practiced in the different cities all 
over the United States ? 

Mr. Cluett. Absolutely. 

STATEMENT OF MR. W. T. WHITE, DIRECTOR OF THE STATE 
BUREAU OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, NEW YORK STATE. 

Mr. White. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the subject of stand- 
ardization to-day is really going further than the weights and 
measures phase of it. I happen to be connected with a department 
in our State which has to do with marketing, and they are very 
much concerned at the present time with the standardization of grades 
as well as the standardization of containers, and we are worlnng in 
coni unction with all marketing officials all over the United States, 
with the idea that we will get uniformity of containers as well as 
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grades. Standardization, to my mind, is bound to come,* and it will 
come. The trade has done much toward securing standardization, 
and I feel that it is the duty of every public official, in weights and 
measures work especially, to devote a considerable amount of his 
attention and energy to help this work alon^. I am not as familiar 
with this bill perhaps as I should be, which I am frank to admit, 
due to the fact that I have interested myself more with State legis- 
lation, knowing full well that Mr. Holbrook, of the Bureau of 
Standards here in Washington, will look after Federal regulation. 
I thank you. 

Mr. HoLBRooK. It seems that if these bags will hold 60 pounds 
of bran, they will of necessity hold 50 pounds of bran, and they might 
bag this bran in 50-pound bags, in which case they would waste 
only one sack in six. They do not have to i&ll them absolutely full. 
They could put 50 pounds of bran in these sacks which they have, 
with only a loss of one sack in six. 

Mr. Briggs. Of course, there will have to be taken into considera- 
what was expressed to this committee some time since, that when- 
ever an attempt is made to standardize a thing you are bound to meet 
with a certain amount of opposition, and the less you have you will 
get the legislation through that much more readily, and then you 
can make such necessary improvements in the act as from time to 
time recommend themselves. In other words, you do not center so 
much opposition at one time. 

Mr. Morgan. I think that point is well taken. Why could you not 
take the 50 and 75 pound sacks? 

The Chairman. The 50-pound sack is already allowed. 

(Whereupon the committee adjourned to meet again on Friday, 
June 3, for further consideration of this bill.) 
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